
December 5,1997 

Steve Shten and John Ramp 
DOE RFFO 
P.O. Box 928 
Golden, CO 804024928 

Decammissioning Program PIPO 

Dear Steve and John, 

10 your letter of November 3, 1997 you requested certain ChrIficahon of issues related to the 
Decommissioning Program Plan (DPP), whch was evaluated as unapprovcabb m the EPA 
and CDPHE letter dated Octobar 6. We subsequently met Co discuss these lssuw on the DPP 
tuzd similar issues on the Building 779 Decommissioning optrafions Plan o P )  Our 
response to thc iasrws raisc#i iSr provided MOW 

1 Restlucm proCes3 and documents 
DOE umhtdly  removed the DPP fiom the mdtative work group process At the 
advica of your attornsya, you haw proposed sienificant changes from the Building 
Disposition proccw negotiated and &f&ed UI RFCA These changes are - tbat the DPP be a gened process document wth hale deml, - that dwelognrent of MOP'S and gsanal procedures be deferred untd more 

- that all D&D adom h the next fm years bc conducted a~ PAMs, 
or DOPs. 

Dm experienct is pbedj  and 

Resparwe CDPHE and EPA agree to restructure the process until the track record supports 
the dcvelopmcnt of g d  ~cdunw/RsOP's. Ths present lack of general 
proceduredRSOP'8 docs not, h o ~ e r ,  rtlicvc DOE of the nsponslbllrty for preparing 
specific dtcruled proccdurvrs fbr decommissioning prior to approval of specxfic ac(rons A 
general DPP defining the overall D&D process is acceptabla, if project details we provided 
elscwhsrs ua enf'omitblc documpncsl D&D actions over the next two yeiys can be conducted 
under PAMs, IM/I&-or DOPs; although CDPHE 1s c o r n e d  that duplication of effort will 
result. Our expectation for the proCess to be followcd is shown in Attachment t . 
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2 tctvel of detail r n d  for regulator approval 
DOE bas propose the Building 123 PAM and Building 779 DOP as the appropriate 
levo1 of detail for such documents. 

Reapomw: CDPHE and M A  a- to this approach. At our meeting III October, we provided 
you a list of required details. E d  on the drscussions at that meettng and at the subsequent 
Bwld~ng 779 DOP m&ng, we have revised the list, shown as Attachment 2 Of importance 
to ua is the need to prowde the dctallcd infixmuon in a timely manner, to allow for regulator 
rewew and Bipprovat. &.I-* We should jointly detcnnine what types of infoonation received late in 
the process &pire fonnal pubtic commeot 

RFCA struclwed the regulator hvolvemcnt and tuncly tcvtews based on the commitment of 
all Partics to a consultative approach. However, thc DOE attorneys have disregarded the 
RFCA c d t a t i v o  approach by removing the DPP fiom the work group process. The DOE 
attorneys subsequently produced an unacceptable document containing little resemblance to 
the DPP scope, process or format to which the mgulators had previously agreed, thereby 
delaying thc dntelopent oP a fraal DPP by at lcast slx months. The current problems in 
reguIator review of the DPP caused by DOE'S worlang ouulidc the RFCA process IS an 
excellent example of how the D&D process should bo mplemcnted in the funut 

The regulatars expect to be involved UI various levels of detal1 rclatmg to scopmg, 
charactckaion, decontamination aad WBSte management, among othcrs Just as DOE 1s 
currently unclear 89 to what activities they Hnll have to perform to complete decommissioning, 
we arc unable to predict our specific level of oversight Thcrcfore, formal and informal 
consulwon and cammmcaboo will be n e c c s s ~ ~ y  and rtquvcd throughout the project 

3 When arc RFCA decisions r c q d  for Decomrmssioning? 
DOE has proposed that regulators approve only conceptual dpcuments wth no deta~led 
dwcription of work or activities. Evnythung of meaning 1s considered to be outside 
RFCA and not subject to regulator approval 

Response- W c  are not prepared to auxpt th~s radical departure from what was negotiated tn 
RFCA or whut is required in our statutory authontres. RFCA crcatcs an overall framework for 
site cicanup and closure within which the vanow authontia are coordtnatcd Thus, it IS hard 
to imagine a building disposition actiwty as being "outside" WCA RFCA made allowance 
for those activities subjed to other authorities, such as AEA rcgulauon, where an MOU wag 
negotiated with tbe DNFSB to dcfine the transition of Lk4 fiom DNFSB to CDPHG or EPA, 
within the context of RFCA. 
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The site 1s W i g  cleaned up using CERCLA and RCRA authonties When i t  is demonstrated 
that contmhion is not present, thca those activihes transition out of regulator oversight, but 
are stdl conducted wthia the RFCA framework. To do o t h m s e  would be 10 resurrect the 
early Racky Flats problcmsr o f  pnonty and Cundlng conflicts The overall ptoces dcscr~bed in 
the Building Dtcodssioning Regulatory Process in Attachment 1 is cousistent with the 
RFCA Building Disposition uppmach and accommodates the slte's need to develop more 
experience rn DBtD before developuy general proceduns and RsOP's 

Of specific conccm is the DOE proposal that it will conduct Recon Level surveys and inform 
thc CDPHE und EPA when a building is regultrtcd uadcr RFCA We remain adamant that aU 
buildings are under RFCA unbl it is demonstrated, to the satwfwtion of the LRA, that no 
mgnificant contdnation is present 

We arc also conccmtd about the issue of mothballed buildings DOE has mantamed that 
regulators do not approve decisions to mothball facdincs since h s  occurs pnor to D&D, and 
RFCA doesn't rcgulatc build- prior to D&D We m a m a n  that if a bwlding is to be 
mothballed, i t  clearly M, longer has a mission under AEA JWisdiihOn and therefore falls 
under RFCA Furthtrmore, most mothballed facilities wll contam hazardous substances that 
ace no longer being actively monitored or inspected Thcsc substances pose a b e a t  of rcltase 
and are regulated under WCA. 

In your November 24 letter you rtqwsted comxncnts on the DPP and referenced RFCA 
Paragraph 107 (suggest you check Paragraph 11 5) The comments m thrs letter have descriied 
what is required for a buildmg process acceptable to the regulators 

In terms of a path forward for the complchan of the DPP, you have agreed IO meet next week 
to go over our comments. Following that, we expect thst you wll revise the budding 
disposihon dcsumcnts m h e  wth thcsc coaumnts If you cannot accept thcsc comments, you 
may dispute the rejetion af the IIPP The 'RF;CA dispute process requrres the RFCA Project 
Coordinators to work together to clarifv the dispute for subsequent consideration If you want 
to initiate a dispute, I would suggest that you subnut a draft of the issue in dispute to the 
RFCA Project Coordinators Concurrently, you could work on those changes that ace not 
disputcd to nhxnize the delays tn complemg the decision documents 

Please contact us if you have any quesbons 

Stnc rely, R 
&T* e Tarlton Tim Rehder 

CDPHE EPA 
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step 3 
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step 5 Buildbg C b a ~ t i o n  DeJlbDa I 

LRA determines grpmPtiata building clrwificadon, s u b p t  to dtspute tf necessary Once 
the c l a s s W n  h determined, each building will require ttrt following regulatory 
invohromtnt: 

I 



Step 6 Develop Project PEPO Dataib 
-wIB-3 u a l e  tOpmvida dome details for decomm'mioning acttvitics in advance of 

project initihbi6n. See Attachment I for required information to be provided to the 
mgutatom. RsgucatOry involvement with the debuled plans and procedures will occur as 
follows: 

Tvm 1 i3ulW.w Troc 2 Buildi- Tvbe 3 Elu ildhga 
. .  

Made available to Submitted for LRA 
regula!w5 upon approval as the DOP 
mqwt attachment to the decision or as M attachment 

to the Doe if 
approved 

Submii for CRA approval ns 
the dmrion document or BS an 

-document tP conditronally 
approved conditionally 

Step 7 lLrU ApprovsWModificetion/J)ion/Dbapprwnl of Decbmn DocumenWDOP 
Following tqurrcd public comment period 

Sap8 Imp)cmmtation 
During irnplemantation, fnqucnt stam meetings with the regulators rncluding frequent 
oversight inspections ~nsultatIon with the regulators will occur throughout the process, 
particularly associated with scoping, charscttntntion, and decontamination. wmtc 
nmagment, snd monitoring activities 

Regulatory Process for Unexpected Issues - Dunng the D&D pmcuss, the discovery of  
additionrl contammation (either type andlor amount) not previously described in the 
Recanrtaiwuw Level Characterization Report may precipitate the reclassifichtion of the 
burlding (ag. a Type I building may bc reclassified 83 Type 2) Any such reclassification 
will be COMkrctdd jointly by OOE and the LRA, and may require that 4 RFCA decision 
document be generated to cover the D&D of the building In general, the discovery of * 

radiologic contamination above frco-relcasc limits tn a Type 1 building would cause the 
building to be reclassified as a 7'ypc 2 building It is not expected that newIy found 
contamination in Type 1 or Type 2 buiidings wwld cause them to be reclassified aa Type 
3 builbin;gs. 

The d w v q  of unanticipated conramination may also require that modiflcattons be made 
to existing RFCA decision documents pertaining to Type 2 and Type 3 buildings. Major 
and minor madificah'ons to PAW or LWIRAa will require the approval of the LRA within 
the t h e  h w  discussed in paragraphs 126 and 127, raspectwtly, of RFCA If a RFCA 
Project Coordinator dctemrInsJ that newly discovered conditions necessitate a field 
mbdificatbn to work be made immediately to avoid either an immlnent threat to human 
health, safcry or the mvimnment, or undue and unnecessary delay. such modification will 
be msdo pursuant to paragraph 130 of  RFCA 

step9 Cb6011t 
Tnansfer to Envlronmencdl fkstoratron per RFCA I 18, including characterization data 
mccssary for IHSS rankin8 



The individual facilify project plan3 approved by the regulators must include details of the project 
necessary for project management and implcrnmration These details will be submitted to the 
LRA for approval d~ part of the decision document (e g . PAM, IM/lRA or DOP) or as an 
amhment to the dec~amn documant for subsequent appmvaf. The elements listed b l o w  are 
necessary for decision document approval: 

ROJW Justification - Specifically why project completion is needed at thls time or b w  
dris project fa into the ovarull IS8 logic 
Project DewiHon 
fblationship of decommissioning effort to long-term remedial action objccrives 
Briof history of the frrcility. 
Identification of typq magnitude and location of contaminatton to be removed 
IdcntlllcEtion of RCRA units to be closed 
Swnmy of project activities 

Facilhy dbpodtion 
Building cleanup criteria or related action IaveIs and how applrcd 
Wastc dwposal criteria 
Air and NFDES permits and monitoring requirements 
Contaminresd propcrty disposition. 
Pr0Joc.t organidon dtlhathg rwpnsibrlrty throughout the project Though not EUI 
cnforcaabla component of the document, q i o r  changes in organization will be reported to 
the LRA. 
Environmental ManrgrmMt/Compliance - Specifically mention the Federal and Stat0 approvals needed for the project. 
Any MOP or general pmccduns planned to bo used in the execution of the project 
H d  Assossrnent Summary 
Sdety Analysis Summary 
Health anh Safcty requirements - Demorrslration of appropriate health and safety 
provisions based on the RLCI hazard assessment and safety analysis 
Daionbminution Plul - To include methods to be used for decontamination and mpling 
and Molyoir rquiments. In addition, decision logic for determining amount of 
deconoamlnadon (i.0 how much effort should be utilized to dtconremlnate a TRU waste 
to a LCW, M nuxed to non-mixd, e.). 
RCRA Unit Closurb Description Document - Specifw: plans for p i t t a d  or interim eta~fs 
RCRA rrnL wdl be contained in a closure description document. The purpose of the 
closure durcription document will be to identify the method or methods to bc employed, 
and the mtlonnla for choosing those methods for the spcctffc closure activtty. Tha Closure 
Owcriptron Document will also define the extent of  the untt or units, the typc of closure 
to bo performed (either partial or complete), the type of contammatron to be addressed, 
decontrunhtion method tq be conducted, decontamination medm to be used, the schedule 
for accomplishing the closure. and 0th- appltcabk information associated wrth the unIt 
closurc? activities. 

Ordm, regUklOnS and hWS that apply PmJW 

1 
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Waste Management information - to include at a mmimum the amount of waste to be 
genewed, the digpsition of the wte and the process for characterization of the waste 
Qual@ Management Requinmcnts - A description of how quality IS venfied and 
marntatncd tncludlng ongoing oversight activities and training requirements 
Demolition Plan and Survey - The process for demolition of the buildinghcility must be 
addressed and described in the document including necessary monitortng requirements 
Ttchnicd,Squencmg kquircments - A flow chart which identifies the sequence of 
dtcommlsslonhg acttvrttes throughout the pmccss 
Schedule - A schedule must be included, which includes definite dates and activity logic 
SpilYKelease Controls - TO identi@ the monitonng requirements for detection of reteases 
and/or spills and how they will bu controlled 
Risk Management Conhngencies - An analysis of possible unexpected problems and their 
effct on tho project must bc included along with potential contingencies to reduce effects 
of unoxpected problems 
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